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officers have not been prosecuted for past ac-
cidents and argued that an end to the com-
mander’s Navy career punishment enough.
Said Secretary Pirie: ‘‘I think this incident
is really tragic because of the possibility
that the Navy will have lost Scott Waddle’s
services.’’

But the real tragedy is the loss of nine
lives because of poor conduct aboard the sub-
marine. And while that conduct may not
have risen to the criminal, the Navy admi-
rals who drew that conclusion had strong po-
litical incentives to do so. Ever since the ac-
cident occurred, Navy officials have tried to
deflect public attention from the guests
aboard the Greeneville and the larger pro-
gram of hosting civilians aboard ships. At
first the Navy refused to disclose the civil-
ians’ names; though the board of inquiry was
specifically charged with investigating the
guest program and the role of the civilians,
none of the VIPs was called to testify during
12 days of public hearings. There are con-
flicting and still-unresolved accounts about
whether the civilians distracted the
Greeneville’s commander and crew, but one
fact is undisputed: The submarine’s excur-
sion that day and the emergency surfacing
exercise that led to the collision were con-
ducted solely for the benefit of the visitors,
many of whom had earned the trip by raising
money for a memorial to the World War II
battleship Missouri.

Cmdr. Waddle’s attorney made clear that
his court-martial defense would have focused
on the Navy public relations program, a tac-
tic that might have produced just the embar-
rassment the Navy has tried to avoid. Did
that prospect play a role in Adm. Fargo’s de-
cision? Yes or no, the absence of a court-
martial means the only examination of the
civilian guest program will be buried in the
2,000-page report by the court of inquiry.
News reports have suggested that Adm.
Fargo will recommend a review of the Navy
visitor program and a halt to the practice of
conducting excursions solely for the benefit
of visitors. Those sound like appropriate con-
clusions. But if the Navy has its way, the
reasons for reaching them, and the role
played by the visitors program in the Ehime
Maru tragedy, will never get the full airing
that a court-martial would have provided.

[From USA Today, Apr. 23, 2001]
NAVY DUCKS SCRUTINY

As the Pacific Fleet commander today
metes out punishment against the captain of
the sub that collided with a Japanese fishing
boat Feb. 9, the disciplinary action is sec-
ondary to a more critical point: That the
Navy itself is likely to get off unscathed.

The commander already has decided to
forgo a court-martial, according to news re-
ports. That means Cmdr. Scott Waddle won’t
be imprisoned for the botched procedures and
cut corners that contributed to the deaths of
nine Japanese passengers. Even so, he faces
punishment short of jail time.

Not so for the Navy, which ducked self-
scrutiny during the public hearings into the
collision and is now poised to do so again.

During a 12-day court of enquiry into the
deadly transgressions by Waddle and his
crew, the Navy failed to question any of the
16 civilian guests for whom that day’s sub
ride was conducted. And it did so despite the
enquiry’s written mandate to probe civilian-
guest programs. The Navy thus obscured the
degree to which its improperly organized
public-relations outings distract crew from
more important duties, and harm the serv-
ice’s reputation.

It will use the same obscuring tactic
today, reading Waddle his punishment be-
hind closed doors in a brief ‘‘admiral’s mast’’
proceeding rather than a court-martial. The

latter would have been public and lengthy,
and might have triggered an appeal during
which any dirty laundry from the Navy’s
guest program might have come out.

Regardless of the merits of the court-mar-
tial decision, no valid interest is served by
the Navy’s failure to confront hazardous
practices. The Navy had until last week to
call more witnesses to prove more deeply the
civilian guest program. It did not do so.

There’s still opportunity for a full account-
ing. The Navy could report on what went
wrong with its civilian visit. Among the
questions that remain unanswered are
whether the visitors distracted the crew, as
some members initially told the National
Transportation Safety Board; why the un-
scheduled civilian ride was held, against
guidelines; whether guests were favored be-
cause of personal connections; and how per-
vasive such problems are.

If the Navy stays true to form, such a pub-
lic accounting won’t be forthcoming. It’ll be
left to the Department of Defense Inspector
General or the NTSB to draw conclusions.
But these are unlikely to satisfy public and
congressional questions as fully as the Navy
could, and should.

Shortly after the accident, Waddle publicly
took responsibility for it. It’s high time his
superiors demonstrate the same sense of
duty.

f

RESTORING THE LAFAYETTE-
ESCADRILLE MEMORIAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS)
is recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, I
rise today to bring to the attention of
my colleagues the deteriorating state
of a memorial to our World War I avi-
ators.

The Lafayette-Escadrille Memorial,
which is located west of Paris, honors
all the United States aviators who flew
for France in World War I, with 68
Americans memorialized or buried on
the site.

Formed in 1916 as part of the French
army, the Lafayette-Escadrille was the
birth of the American combat United
States Air Force we have today. In
fact, Captain Eddie Rickenbacker, the
first U.S. trained ace, was trained by
Mr. Lufberry, one of the original U.S.
volunteers in the Escadrille. ‘‘Esca-
drille’’ is a French term for squadron.

Seven Americans formed the original
American squadron. When the Esca-
drille transferred to U.S. command in
1918, 265 American volunteers had
served in the French air service, with
180 of those having flown combat mis-
sions. In all, the Escadrille flew 3,000
combat sorties, amassing nearly 200
victories. By the end of the war, most
of the fallen of the Lafayette-Esca-
drille were buried along the battlefront
in various military cemeteries.

A joint French-American committee
was organized to locate a final resting
place for those American aviators.
With land donated by the French Gov-
ernment, the Memorial was dedicated
on July 4, 1928.

My colleagues, the memorial is a site
to behold. It encompasses an arch of

triumph with a series of columns
placed on either side. It contains a
sanctuary and a burial crypt. Sunlight
fills the tomb by way of 13 stained
glass windows. Each of these works of
art depicts the Escadrille flying its
many missions over the battlefields of
Europe. One of the more striking
stained glass works depicts the U.S.
aviators escorted by an eagle on a sym-
bolic flight across the Atlantic to come
to the aid of the French.

However, sadly I report, the memo-
rial is in desperate need of repair. The
structure sits in a meadow with a high
water table. Heavy rains flood the
tomb, worsened by the poorly func-
tioning drains and water leaking
through the terrace behind the memo-
rial. Structural repairs are needed for
the crypt and the overall foundation,
and double glass is needed to protect
the remarkable stained glass windows.

In 1930, U.S. attorney Nelson Crom-
well founded the Lafayette-Escadrille
Memorial Foundation. He endowed the
foundation with $1.5 million for its
maintenance, but unfortunately, all of
those funds have been exhausted.
Today, the foundation has a mirror or-
ganization in France and a pledge of
monetary support to restore the memo-
rial.

Although studies to estimate the
cost of restoring the memorial are on-
going, it is obvious that the resources
required will exceed the meager means
of the foundation. The French Govern-
ment has already indicated its willing-
ness to assist, and it is time for the
U.S. Government to do the same.

Just as we did in World War I, World
War II, and most recently, in the Gulf
War, it is time for the U.S. and French
Governments to join together in doing
what is right and what is just. This is
an important memory. We must per-
form the duty of living and properly
honor the memory of those who gave so
much.

Combining the efforts of private in-
dustry and Congress, it is my hope to
join the French in restoring the memo-
rial to its original beauty. It is the
right thing to do, to honor our fallen
aviators of World War I and to dem-
onstrate our respect for the sacrifices
of all Americans in service to our Na-
tion and our allies.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
supporting funding for the restoration
of this magnificent memorial.

f

ADVOCATING A MORE APPRO-
PRIATE ROLE FOR THE FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT IN DIS-
ASTER RELIEF

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker,
you cannot promote livable commu-
nities without examining the problems
associated with our complex set of
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State, local and Federal policies for
emergency relief. Many of these poli-
cies have encouraged people to live and
invest in places where nature has re-
peatedly shown they are not welcome.

The recent increase in the number of
natural disasters and the associated
losses has clearly demonstrated that
our protective strategies are inher-
ently flawed. We had better figure it
out before we are overwhelmed by fur-
ther impacts of global climate change.

In the last decade alone, we have lost
nearly $100 billion and almost 1,000
lives. Although we have invested tens
of billions of dollars in dams and levees
over the last 40 years, our losses now
total almost six times the amount lost
before we began. Natural forces con-
tinue to confound our best engineering
efforts.

The average coastline in the United
States is due to erode approximately
500 feet over the next 60 years, and this
figure does not take into account any
rise in sea level or increased intensity
of storms due to global warming.
Walling off our coastlines is a contest
we are going to lose.

The National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram is a good idea and an important
program, but it is not sound because
over 8,000 victims of repetitive flood
loss are not required to either flood-
proof their property or relocate out of
harm’s way. The worst example of this
absurdity is the payment of over
$800,000 to the owner of a home in
Houston for 16 losses over 20 years for
a home that is appraised at less than
$115,000.

Communities on the West Coast
should be required to upgrade seismic
standards in preparation for earth-
quakes, to place vulnerable coastal
areas off limits to development, and to
carefully evaluate the long-term effec-
tiveness of beach reconstruction and
fortification.

b 1245
All of these actions should emphasize

appropriate cost-sharing and environ-
mental sustainability. If State or local
governments have not or will not do
their job, then Federal support should
be phased down.

Davenport Iowa’s mayor Phil
Yerington is correct to point out that
the residents of his city are not the
only ones who should be subjected to
scrutiny. While I appreciate FEMA di-
rector Allbaugh’s tough questions, I
am not convinced that flood walls are
the only or even the best answer. Of-
tentimes structural solutions may pro-
vide local protection but only increase
flooding problems downstream. Passive
flood control systems using wetlands
and other natural features may provide
better alternatives.

But whatever the approach, people
need to accept the consequences of
their location and development deci-
sions. Repetitive flood loss should not
be the sole responsibility of the Fed-
eral government.

State and local governments should
ensure that zoning regulations and

building codes in storm-prone areas are
rigorous enough to limit wind and
water damage by highly predictable
weather patterns.

I commend the FEMA director for his
concerns, and stand ready, along with
my congressional colleagues, to work
with him on these difficult issues. Dis-
aster relief should not be lost in the
shuffle of must-pass emergency legisla-
tion. It must receive the scrutiny it de-
serves.

We ought to make sure, for example,
that Federal tax dollars are not used to
rebuild environmentally-damaging la-
goons of hog waste in flood plains. The
Coastal Barrier Resources Act was a
terrific Reagan-era environmental pro-
tection embraced by Democrats and
Republicans, environmentalists and
business interests alike. It should be
extended to all coastal areas.

Sensitive shorelines should not have
private development subsidized at the
Federal taxpayer expense. Government
regulations should be making it cheap-
er and easier for local communities to
take the less intrusive greener ap-
proach to flood control than to use the
more environmentally-damaging struc-
tural approaches.

Project Impact, which invested small
amounts of Federal money to develop
emergency management partnerships
and planning in advance of a disaster,
should be enhanced, not eliminated, as
recommended by the Bush administra-
tion. It was an ill omen for the admin-
istration to propose Impact’s elimi-
nation on the very day of the Seattle
earthquake.

It is time for the administration to
align its land use, disaster, and infra-
structure policies to be supportive
these cost-effective, visionary ap-
proaches. It is time for Congress to
step up to be a full partner, rather than
supporting short-term parochial inter-
ests that only encourage people to live
in harm’s way, waste tax dollars, and
ultimately make the problem worse.

What better response to this year’s
Earth Day than a bipartisan coopera-
tive approach between the administra-
tion and Congress to tackle this long-
term and growing problem.

f

UNITED STATES MISSILE
DEFENSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE) is recognized during morning
hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Madam Speak-
er, with the President making his re-
marks today on missile defense, I think
we need to recognize unprecedented po-
litical challenges loom on the strategic
horizon. Current U.S. defense force
planning is set within an atmosphere of
great uncertainty. Historic rivals of
the United States, such as the Soviet
Union and Eastern Bloc nations, have
either disintegrated altogether or lost
much of their competitive influence.

Regional state actors, particularly
on the Asian continent, show signs of
future ascendancy on the world polit-
ical stage. Other nation states, some
exhibiting anti-U.S. bent, continue to
challenge American allies and interests
around the world, even as U.S. peace-
keeping and peacemaking commit-
ments evolve.

The very definition of American in-
terests is in transition as varied
threats emerge in the post-Cold War
world.

International corruption, organized crime,
and the production, trade, and trafficking of il-
licit narcotics is on the rise. These
transnational threats contribute to the insta-
bility of political systems abroad, the violation
of U.S. borders, and often represent a threat
to social conditions in the United States.

The threat of terrorism, both state and non-
state sponsored, has grown in significance
and Americans have increasingly become tar-
gets for attackers abroad. According to a De-
cember 2000 unclassified Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA) report, terrorist attacks against
the United States, its forces, facilities, and in-
terests overseas are expected to increase
over the next decade. Additionally the report
states, ‘‘Between now and 2015 terrorist tac-
tics will become increasingly sophisticated and
designed to achieve mass casualities.’’ This
potential threat is of particular concern for the
United States with its open borders, emphasis
on local—and perhaps uncoordinated—emer-
gency responders, and a prevalent cultural re-
spect for civil liberties, and, thus, freedom of
movement and action. Antiterrorist measures
must address all plausible attack scenarios, in-
cluding the delivery of an explosive device by
more traditional means, such as by ship, rail,
foot, or automotive vehicle.

The availability of advanced tech-
nologies has also reached a significant
level of concern as Russia, China, and
North Korea, continue to exhibit am-
bivalent attitudes towards non-
proliferation agreements.

The 2001 Report of the Secretary of
Defense to the President and the Con-
gress notes the spread of materials
with potential applications to nuclear,
biological, and chemical weapons, and
highlights the proliferation of ad-
vanced long-range delivery systems.

Another study, the Quadrennial De-
fense Review 2001 Working Group by
the National Defense University la-
ments, and I quote, ‘‘Given the diffu-
sion of advanced military technologies
and the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction, one could envision
an adversary armed with longer-range
missiles and cruise missiles, weapons
of mass destruction, advanced inte-
grated air defense systems, and/or so-
phisticated anti-ship mines and mis-
siles by 2010, if not sooner.’’

U.S. military forces, then—forward deployed
to temper adversarial behavior and required to
provide both a credible deterrence and an
overwhelming response to aggression if need-
ed—face new and multiple challenges, not the
least of which is to consider anew its role in
assisting with defense of national territory.

Set within this context, U.S. strate-
gists are challenged with questions
about nuclear strategy and force pos-
ture, arms control regimes, and missile
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